











In	 this	 contribution	 I	 briefly	 outline	 some	 of	 the	 historical	 and	 current	 trends	 in	 prison	
research	 and	 question	 how	 a	 prison	 researcher	 can	 work	 towards	 influencing	 policy	 and	
practice.	 I	 discuss	 the	 current	 role	 of	 ‘what	 works’	 research	 and	 the	 way	 it	 is	 sometimes	
utilized	 in	 a	 time	 of	 penal	 populism	 and	 rising	 prison	 populations.	 I	 argue	 in	 favour	 of	 a	
broader	approach	which	recognizes	the	wider	societal	effects	of	imprisonment	and	I	provide	
a	 concrete	example	of	how	one	 can	attempt	 to	plan	 research	and	project	work	 in	order	 to	
facilitate	 progression	 from	 research	 and	 knowledge	 production	 to	 action	 and	









Since	 the	 development	 of	 the	 modern	 penitentiary	 the	 effects	 of	 imprisonment	 have	 been	
discussed	 intensively.	 For	more	 than	 a	 century	 a	 primary	 focus	 of	 these	 discussions	was	 the	







for	 reform	and	drastic	change	seems	obvious.	 So	where	does	 this	 leave	a	 researcher	who	not	














specifically	established	 to	 incarcerate	a	significant	number	of	people	 for	prolonged	periods	of	
time	 (Smith	 2003:	 25,	 2004).	 For	much	 of	 this	 time	 and	 especially	 in	 the	 last	 200	 years,	 the	
effects	of	imprisonment	on	prisoners	have	been	discussed	intensively.	From	the	late	nineteenth	
century	and	up	until	 the	1960s,	modern	criminology	saw	 ‘the	maladjusted	delinquent’	 as	 ‘the	
problem	and	correctional	treatment	was	the	solution’	(Garland	and	Sparks	2000:	8).	The	scope	
and	 focus	 of	 research	 has	 since	 broadened	 considerably	 but	 even	 some	 of	 the	 more	 recent	
transformations	in	society	seem	to	take	place	without	general	consideration	of	how	they	affect	
the	 relationship	 between	 prison	 and	 society.	 One	 example	 is	 the	 question	 of	 how	 the	 rising	
importance	of	digital	communications	technology	affects	prisons	and	prisoners	(Johnson	2006;	
Smith	 2012).	 Another	 interesting	 case	 is	 the	 question	 of	 how	 the	 use	 of	 large‐scale	
imprisonment	 affects	 the	 relatives	 and	 children	 of	 those	 imprisoned,	 an	 issue	 of	 significant	
societal	importance	that	has	only	begun	to	attract	attention	in	the	last	decade	or	two	(Murray,	





penal	 politics	 have	 favoured	 neo‐liberal	 risk	 management	 and	 produced	 ‘tough	 on	 crime’	
policies,	 penal	 populism,	 and	 rising	 prison	 populations	 (Garland	 2001b;	 Robert,	 Stalans,	
Indermaur	 et	 al.	 2003;	 Pratt	 2007;	 Tonry	 2004).2	 It	 has	 also	 been	 discussed	 how	 prison	
practices	 to	 some	 extent	 have	 become	 tougher	 and	 more	 exclusionary	 exemplified	 by,	 for	
example,	 supermax	 prisons,	 overcrowding,	 and	 interrogation	 and	 detention	 practices	 in	 the	
‘War	on	terror’	(McCoy	2006;	Shalev	2009).	One	can	argue	that	even	when	treatment	programs	
and	 rehabilitative	 efforts	 are	 used	 in	 prisons	 today	 they	 are	 often	 focused	 more	 on	 the	
individual	 prisoner’s	 internal	 psychology	 (such	 as	 cognitive	 programs)	 and	 less	 on	 relations	
with	the	outside	world	(family,	social	contact,	education,	work,	and	so	on),	whereby	the	criminal	
‘Other’	 and	 the	dangers	 (and	risks)	 it	 allegedly	presents	become	 the	 focus	of	attention	 rather	
than	a	prisoner’s	rights	or	welfare	needs	(Garland	2001b:	176	f;	Robinson	2008).	The	current	
use	 of	 the	 penal	 system	 has	 also	 been	 analysed	 together	 with	 the	 use	 of	 the	 social	 welfare	
system	as	a	convergent	exclusionary	and	punitive	neo‐liberal	project	(Wacquant	2009).3	Taken	
together	these	developments	in	penal	policies	have	the	potential	to	create	a	new	Weberian	‘iron	
cage’	 where	 anxieties	 about	 crime,	 demand	 for	 public	 protection,	 political	 populism	 and	
disregard	for	the	broader	nature	of	social	problems	will	continue	to	increase	prison	populations	




examples	 of	 liberal	 and	 arguably	 novel	 approaches	 to	 prison	 practices,	 such	 as	 the	 use	 of	
community	sentencing	and	other	alternatives	to	 imprisonment.	Even	in	the	United	States	(US)	
several	avenues	of	reform	away	from	penal	populism	have	opened	in	recent	years	and	some	of	
them	are	beginning	 to	be	utilized	(Lynch	2011a;	Simon	2014).	But	 if	we	 take	a	step	back	and	
look	at	current	penal	policy	and	practice	on	a	more	or	less	global	scale	it	certainly	seems	to	be	
the	most	 important	 side	of	 the	 coin.	 ‘Tough	on	 crime’	policies	 and	an	 alarming	 rise	 in	prison	
populations	 in	 several	 jurisdictions	 clearly	 illustrate	 how	 penal	 politics	 have	 generally	
disregarded	the	negative	effects	and	‘collateral	damage’	that	the	use	of	imprisonment	causes.4	
	








interesting	 theoretical	 literature	 on	 power	 technologies,	 cultures	 of	 control,	 and	 theories	 of	
punishment	 in	general,	which	have	helped	uncover	 the	causes	of	mass	 imprisonment	and	 the	




described	 by	 Sparks,	 Bottoms	 and	 Hay,	 ‘many	 readings	 of	 Foucault	 make	 a	 sweeping	
assumption	 about	 the	 general	 applicability	 of	 his	 contentions’	 although	Discipline	and	Punish	
was	 in	 fact	 ‘concerned	 less	 with	 prisons	 as	 such	 than	 with	 “the	 diffusion	 of	 disciplinary	
mechanisms	 throughout	 the	 social	body”	 and	 especially	 during	 the	 first	 half	 of	 the	nineteenth	
century’	(Sparks,	Bottoms	and	Hay	1996:	65).	Others	have	since	focussed	on	what	actually	goes	




Taken	 together	 –	 and	with	 the	 caveat	 that	 there	 are	 big	 differences	 from	 one	 jurisdiction	 to	
another	 –	 it	 seems	 fair	 to	 argue	 that	 we	 today	 have:	 (i)	 extensive	 research	 which	 helps	 us	
understand	 the	 policies	 and	 power	 structures	 surrounding	 the	 use	 of	 imprisonment	 (from	
Foucault	to	Drake	2014,	Garland	2001b,	and	many	others);	(ii)	important	studies	of	what	goes	
on	 inside	prisons	 including	 a	 recent	 new	wave	of	 studies	 in	 a	number	 of	European	 countries	




and	 to	 some	 extent	 always	 existed	 in	 ‘close	 proximity	 to	 government	 and	 the	 institutions	 of	






One	 could	 argue	 that	 a	 lot	 of	 the	 existing	 critical	 research	 on	 prisons	 and	 punishment	 has	
remained	 relatively	 abstract	 in	 terms	 of	 suggesting	 a	 way	 forward.	 We	 have	 excellent	
theoretical	criminological	interpretations	of	recent	penal	developments	but	according	to	Loader	
and	 Sparks	 ‘the	 direct	 purchase’	 of	 such	 analysis	 ‘on	 policy	 or	 political	 intervention	 is	 often	
obscure’	(Loader	and	Sparks	2011:	81).	Moreover,	we	are	confronted	by	an	additional	challenge	
when	working	 specifically	with	 prisons	 because	 this	 institution	 has	 become	 ingrained	 in	 our	
societies,	practices,	and	minds	in	a	way	that	has	created	a	number	of	dangerous	blind	spots	and	
made	 reform	 of	 the	 practice	 of	 imprisonment	 even	 more	 difficult.	 The	 modern	 penitentiary	
presented	 itself	with	an	 impressive	 force	and	a	convincing	 ideology	 in	the	nineteenth	century	
and	there	is	a	continued	belief	in	its	possible	rehabilitative	effects	along	with	its	power	as	a	tool	
for	retribution	that	allows	us	to	carry	out	punishment	out	of	sight	of	the	rest	of	society,	which	
seems	 to	 fit	 well	 with	 our	 self‐understanding	 as	 civilised	 people	 and	 nations.	 As	 Cohen	 and	
Taylor	 pointed	 out	 back	 in	 1972	 ‘the	 only	way	 our	 society	 can	 think	 of	 dealing	with	 certain	
offenders	is	to	send	them	to	prison	for	very	long	periods’	(Cohen	and	Taylor	1972:	188),	a	point	
that	 in	 some	 ways	 has	 become	more	 rather	 than	 less	 true	 during	 the	 last	 four	 decades.	 To	
downscale	 the	use	 of	 imprisonment	 and	 to	 reform	prison	practices	 is,	 in	 other	words,	 a	 very	
challenging	 task	where	we	have	 to	confront	old	beliefs	and	traditions	deeply	 ingrained	 in	our	
culture	and	self‐understanding.	As	explained	by	Deborah	Drake,	critical	criminological	analyses	
can	help	make	 ‘the	 invisible	visible’,	 but	 it	 can	nevertheless	be	very	difficult	 to	 overcome	 the	











In	 their	 thought‐provoking	 publication	 Public	 Criminology?,	 Loader	 and	 Sparks	 explore	 how	
criminologists	in	general	can	bring	‘greater	coherence	to	criminology’s	relationships	to	politics	
and	engagements	 in	public	 life’	and	contribute	 ‘to	a	better	politics	of	crime	and	its	regulation’	
(Loader	and	Sparks	2011:	9).	They	analyse	 five	different	 types	of	 ‘criminological	engagement’	
with	the	public:	the	‘scientific	expert’	(who	produce	evidence	based	and	objective	knowledge	to	





cultures	 of	 control).	 The	 five	 typologies	 vary	 to	 a	 greater	 or	 lesser	 extent	 with	 regard	 to	
methodology,	 theoretical	 approach	 and	 normative	 values,	 and	 especially	 in	 the	 way	 they	
approach	 and	 relate	 to	 the	public	 role	 of	 criminology	 (Loader	and	Sparks	2011).	We	have	no	
detailed	 empirical	 analysis	 showing	which	 of	 these	modes	 of	 engagement	 currently	 influence	
penal	practice	and	politics	the	most.	Along	with	others	I	will	argue	however	that	the	‘scientific	
expert’	model	seems	to	have	the	most	success	at	the	moment	in	that	regard	due	to	an	increasing	
reliance	on	 ‘evidence	based’	programs	and	practices,	 a	 trend	which	 tends	 to	 favour	 the	 ‘what	
works’	 school	 of	 research.	 As	 described	 by	 Hilde	 Tubex	 the	 ‘main	 interest	 of	 prisons	 as	 a	
business	has	become	tailored	around	the	concept	of	“what	works”,	demanding	evaluations	that	




The	 answer	 for	 policy	 makers	 and	 ‘modern	 criminologists’	 (Garland	 and	 Sparks	 2000:	 8)	 to	
some	of	the	above	questions	has	often	been	to	search	 for	rehabilitative	 interventions	that	can	






1. History	 has	 documented	 extensively	 how	 rehabilitative	 interventions	 often	 constitute	
state	 sponsored	 social	 control	 efforts,	which	 can	 sometimes	 violate	 prisoners’	 privacy	
and	 autonomy	 and	 are	 not	 always	 in	 the	 best	 interest	 of	 those	 on	 the	 receiving	 end	
(Engbo	and	Smith	2012:	67	ff;	Smith	2003).	
2. ‘What	works’	and	rehabilitation	is	often	portrayed	as	a	force	opposing	‘tough	on	crime’	




To	 put	 it	 bluntly:	 does	 it	 make	 sense	 as	 a	 researcher	 to	 study	 allegedly	 rehabilitative	
interventions	 in	 prisons	 (such	 as	 cognitive	 programs)	 if	 the	 results	 are	 indirectly,	 and	
sometimes	 directly,	 used	 to	 support	 policies	 which	 put	 even	 more	 people	 in	 prison?	 In	
Denmark,	 for	 example,	 recent	 decades	 have	 witnessed	 a	 proliferation	 of	 penal	 populism,	
tougher	sentencing	and	a	significant	rise	in	the	prison	population	(albeit	on	a	smaller	scale	than	





rehabilitation	when	 justifying	 these	policies.	These	 arguments	 are	often	 twofold	 and	 follow	a	
simple	logic:	(a)	that	it	is	a	good	thing	to	introduce	tougher	sentencing	and	put	more	people	in	
prison	(for	moral	reasons,	to	revenge	their	crimes	and	to	show	the	victims	support);	and	(b)	it	is	






tends	 to	place	 responsibility	 on	offenders	 and	 their	 alleged	 lack	of	moral	 integrity	 (Robinson	
2008:	435).	 This	 dimension	 also	 furthers	 an	understanding	 of	 criminals	 as	 a	 group	of	 people	
who	represent	the	(evil)	‘Other’,	which	can	obviously	strengthen	arguments	for	exclusion	rather	
than	 support	 inclusion.	 Cognitive	 programs,	 for	 example,	 target	 a	 criminal’s	 way	 of	 thinking	
while	the	social	context	of	crime	is	often	disregarded	(Garland	2001b;	Porporino,	Fabiano	and	
Robinson	1991;	Smith	2006).	Expressed	differently,	there	is	a	‘risk	of	the	“what	works”	question	
being	 limitative,	without	questioning	how	criminal	behaviour	originated,	why	 it	 emerged	and	
why	 it	 is	 considered	 criminal	 behaviour	 in	 the	 first	 place’	 (Tubex	 2015).	 In	 other	 words,	
working	with	and	researching	rehabilitative	interventions	such	as	cognitive	programs	can	easily	





researchers	 sometimes	 seem	unaware	 of	 this	 problem.	Here	 Professor	 Laurie	 Robinson	 state	
that	‘things	have	changed	for	the	better	in	our	field’	because	while	‘in	the	1970s,	criminal	justice	




objective	 policies	 based	 on	 research	 and	 scientific	 evidence.	Meanwhile	 the	whole	 context	 of	
rising	prison	populations	–	 certainly	 ‘bad	news’	 for	 anyone	 interested	 in	 limiting	 the	use	and	






effects	 in	 a	 number	 of	 cases.	 Furthermore,	 one	 can	 look	 at	 such	 interventions	 as	 part	 of	 a	
broader	 strategy	 involving	 education,	 work	 and	 family	 contact,	 where	 the	 prisoner’s	 social	
context	 is	 included.	 Within	 the	 ‘what	 works’	 paradigm	 you	 can	 also	 study	 the	 effects	 of	
alternatives	 to	 prison	 and	 other	 interventions,	 which	 clearly	 seek	 to	 change	 the	 relationship	
between	 prison	 and	 society.	 The	 evaluation	 of	 the	 Danish	 ‘Skejby’‐model	 –	 Skejby	 is	 an	
institution	where	 prisoners	 live	 together	 with	 non‐prisoners	 –	 is	 but	 one	 an	 example	 of	 the	
latter	(Minke	2006).		
	
In	 any	 case,	 the	 broader	 question	 in	 my	 mind	 is	 to	 what	 degree	 much	 of	 the	 ‘what	 works’	




‘the	 most	 effective	 interventions’	 and	 then	 let	 policy	 makers	 take	 a	 pick	 between	 different	










evidence‐based	 control	 group	 studies	 of	 specific	 interventions	 in	 prisons	 and	 elsewhere.	 As	
explained	by	Craig	Haney	‘exclusively	individualistic	approaches	to	crime	control	are	too	limited	
in	 scope	 to	 be	 effective	 over	 the	 long	 term.	 This	 implies	 that	 prison	 –	 as	 a	 people‐changing	
rather	 than	 a	 context‐changing	 institution	 –	 should	 be	 used	 more	 sparingly	 and	 supplanted	
instead	by	more	context‐based	strategies	of	 controlling	crime’	 (Haney	2009:	304).	The	 recent	
literature	on	the	damage	caused	by	 imprisonment	clearly	shows	this	 to	be	 true.	 In	the	US	the	
inequalities	 and	 intergenerational	 effects	 of	 mass‐imprisonment	 are	 so	 stark	 and	 well	
documented	 that	 it	 should	 be	 obvious	 to	 even	 a	 casual	 observer	 that	 these	 require	 a	 broad	
range	of	 context‐related	 social	and	penal	 reforms	and	 interventions	 if	 serious	change	 is	 to	be	















emerged’	 during	 recent	 decades	 which	 leaves	 us	 with	 a	 novel	 situation	 and	 an	 important	
challenge	(Johnson	2006:	257).	To	engage	in	this	challenge	in	a	practical	way	is	to	me	even	more	
important	 than	discussing	whether	we	are	dealing	with	a	product	of	 ‘late	modernity’	or	 ‘neo‐
liberalism’	 (see	 also	 Wacquant	 2013:	 77).	 We	 therefore	 need	 to	 critically	 question	 the	
established	 relationship	 between	prison	 and	 society,	 regardless	 of	what	 exactly	we	 as	 prison	
researchers	choose	to	study	and	where	exactly	we	get	our	empirical	data.	There	are	many	ways	
of	doing	that	and,	as	already	described,	several	studies	address	the	collateral	damage	caused	by	









In	 the	 world	 of	 human	 rights	 mechanisms,	 instruments	 and	 organizations,	 it	 is	 generally	
assumed	 that	 one	 can	 influence	 practice	 through	 a	 system	 that	 relies	 on	 monitoring	 and	
dialogue	 based	 on	 human	 rights	 conventions	 and	 standards,	 as	 well	 as	 on	 research.	 For	
example,	when	 preventive	monitoring	mechanisms	 such	 as	 The	 European	 Committee	 for	 the	











legitimate	 prison	 regimes.	 The	 classical	 sociological	 literature	 on	 the	 pains	 of	 imprisonment	
pointed	to	the	need	for	reform	by	describing	prisons	as	suffering	from	‘structural	flaws’	and	as	
institutions	causing	pain	and	deprivation	(Goffman	1991;	Jacobs	1977;	Sykes	1974:	127,	130).	
Gresham	 Sykes	 for	 example	warned	 against	 ignoring	 the	 ‘social	 system’	 inside	 prisons	when	
attempting	 any	 kind	of	 prison	 reform	 (Sykes	1974:	134).	 Several	 years	 later	 in	 1996,	 Sparks,	
Bottoms	and	Hay	complained	that	a	 ‘developed	awareness’	was	missing	 ‘of	the	ways	 in	which	
the	 broad	outlines	 of	 policy	 and	 the	 local	 construction	 of	 social	 relations	 in	 prisons	 interact’.	
Their	 answer	 was,	 among	 other	 things,	 to	 focus	 on	 the	 question	 of	 ‘legitimacy’	 of	 prison	
practices	 and	 prison	 regimes	 (Sparks,	 Bottoms	 and	Hay	 1996:	 306).	 Using	 this	 research	 as	 a	








processes	 going	 ‘from	 knowledge	 to	 action’	 and	 thereby	 analysed	 some	 of	 the	 key	 questions	
with	regard	to	how	research,	knowledge	and	reform	interact.	Friedmann	identified	four	major	
traditions	 of	 planning	 thought:	 the	 social	 reform	 tradition	 (Comte,	Weber,	 and	 so	 on),	 social	
mobilization	(utopian,	 anarchist	and	Marxist),	policy	analysis	(Herbert	Simon	and	others),	and	
the	social	 learning	 tradition	(Dewey).	He	 found	all	 four	to	 ‘suffer	 from	internal	contradictions’	
and	proposed	what	he	called	‘radical	planning’	as	a	way	to	mediate	theory	and	practice	towards	
creating	 social	 transformation	 and	 self‐empowerment	 (Friedmann	 1987).	 In	 his	 analysis	
Friedmann	identified	some	of	the	key	issues	relevant	to	achieving	social	transformation	through	
the	 use	 of	 knowledge.	 One	 important	 point	 he	 makes	 is	 the	 fact	 that	 radical	 planners,	 and	
arguably	 all	who	want	 to	 engage	 in	both	 research	and	 reform,	 should	 ‘have	 the	ability	 to	 live	
with	contradictions’:	that	is,	to	be	able	to	engage	apparent	opposites,	hold	them	in	tension	and	
affirm	both.	 Illustrative	 examples	 are	 ‘theory	and	practice’,	 ‘empirical	 analysis	and	normative	
tension’,	 ‘critique	 and	 affirmation’,	 ‘explanation	 and	 action’,	 and	 ‘future	 vision	 and	 present	
reality’(Friedmann	1987:	405).	One	can	argue	that	much	research	deals	actively	with	only	one	
part	of	these	apparent	opposites	while	a	dialectic	approach	is	needed	in	these	areas	if	research	
is	 to	 be	 transformed	 into	 social	 action	 and	 reform.	 In	 the	 words	 of	 Thomas	 Ugelvik,	 prison	
research	should	be	‘potentially	positive	and	not	solely	negative’,	which	is	perhaps	another	way	
of	 arguing	 something	 similar.	According	 to	Ugelvik,	 this	 for	 example	means	 that	 the	question	












I	 suggested	 a	 number	 of	 possible	 research	 areas	 involving	 prisons.	 The	 case	 of	 prisoners’	
children	appealed	to	both	of	us	for	three	basic	reasons.	Firstly,	it	was	clearly	an	important	area,	
as	 it	 involved	a	number	of	 vulnerable	 and	more	or	 less	 forgotten	 children.	 Secondly,	 it	was	 a	
new	 area,	 both	 in	 terms	 of	 researching	 these	 children’s	 situations	 and	 problems	 but	 also	 in	











regarded	criminological	 advice	and	 research	 as	 less	 important.	What	 this	meant	was	 that	 she	










was	 difficult	 to	 discuss	 several	 issues	 involving	 prisons,	 punishment,	 and	 police	 work.	 But	
perhaps	serious	research	on	prisoners’	children	would	produce	a	different	result?	What	would	






took	 place	 at	 the	 Danish	 Institute	 for	 Human	 Rights.	 Present	 at	 these	 meetings	 were	
representatives	of	 the	Danish	Prison	and	Probation	Service,	 the	National	Council	 for	Children,	
the	 police,	 the	 social	 authorities,	 the	 Danish	 Red	 Cross,	 associations	 for	 prisoners’	 relatives,	
inmate	 spokespersons,	 and	previously	 imprisoned	parents,	 among	others.	The	meetings	were	




In	 many	 ways,	 the	 participants’	 points	 of	 departure	 were	 very	 different.	 Experiences	 were	
shared	 and	 accounts	were	 given	 from	prison	 staff,	 imprisoned	 parents,	 relatives,	 researchers	
and	others	who	in	one	way	or	another	were	involved	with	children	of	imprisoned	parents.	For	
some	of	the	participants,	this	was	the	first	time	they	met	in	this	way.	There	were	some	heated	











analysis	with	regards	 to	children	of	 imprisoned	parents	 in	Denmark.	Focus	was	on	how	these	
children	were	met	 and	 treated	by	 the	 state	 representatives	 they	 encountered	 throughout	 the	
whole	 process:	 from	 their	 parents’	 arrest,	 to	 their	 imprisonment	 and	 release.	 A	
sociological/criminological	 and	 legal	 analysis	 of	 the	 situation	was	 carried	 out.	Data	 collection	






United	 Kingdom	 and	 Sweden;	 and	 a	 countrywide	 survey	with	 comprehensive	 questionnaires	
which	 was	 sent	 to	 all	 prisons,	 police	 districts	 and	 local	 social	 services	 in	 Denmark.	
Simultaneously	a	study	of	the	relevant	human	rights	standards	and	Danish	law	was	carried	out.	













that	 dialogue	 and	 research	 should	 go	 hand	 in	 hand	 with	 practical	 exploratory	 proposals	 for	
reforms.	 If	 one	wants	 to	propose	better	 conditions	 for	prisoners’	 children,	 it	 is	 in	my	opinion	





on	 the	 treatment	 of	 children	 of	 imprisoned	 parents	 in	 Northern	 Ireland,	 Denmark,	 Italy	 and	
Poland,	 and	 a	 separate	 analysis	 of	 the	 relevant	 human	 rights	 instruments	 and	 standards	was	
carried	 out.	 In	 all	 countries,	 research,	 dialogue,	 fieldwork	 and	 knowledge	 drawn	 from	 the	
expertise	of	those	conducting	the	studies	was	combined	in	order	to	produce	not	only	theoretical	
but	 also	 practical	 recommendations	 based	 on	 examples	 of	 good	 practice	 and	 grounded	 in	
children’s	rights.	The	research	uncovered	both	problems	and	good	practices,	and	demonstrated	
that	 although	 prison	 conditions	 and	 economic	 and	 legal	 situations	 vary	 substantially	 in	 the	





an	 opportunity	 to	 do	much	more	 than	 simply	 hand	 over	 recommendations,	which	we	 did	 by	
engaging	 with	 the	 media,	 and	 also	 meeting	 personally	 with	 the	 Danish	 Minister	 of	 Justice.	
Through	a	continuous	dialogue	with	the	various	relevant	actors,	we	knew	that	we	had	brought	
these	parties	 close	 and	 secured	 a	more	or	 less	 common	platform	based	on	 the	 results	 of	 our	




implement	 children’s	 rights	 and	 alleviate	 some	 of	 the	 problems	 that	 children	 of	 imprisoned	
parents	face.	The	project	was	to	introduce	children’s	officers	in	Danish	prisons	and	the	purpose	
was	 to	 train	 selected	 prison	 staff,	 primarily	 prison	 officers,	 as	 children’s	 officers	who	 should	
work	 in	 their	 respective	 institutions	 to	 firmly	 anchor	 the	 child’s	perspective	 in	 the	 individual	
prisons.	 The	project	 ran	 for	 two	 years	 (2010‐2011)	 in	 four	 institutions:	 two	 remand	prisons,	
one	 open	 prison,	 and	 one	 closed	 prison.	 We	 focused	 on	 introducing	 simple	 and	 reliable	
measures	 to	 improve	 children’s	 contact	 with	 their	 parents	 as	well	 as	 their	 experience	 when	
visiting	 in	 prison.	 Activities	 conducted	 by	 the	 children’s	 officers	 included	 improving	 visiting	







knowledge	 about	 other	 relevant	 initiatives	 in	 the	 prison	 service,	 interviewed	 staff,	 and	
conducted	a	small	survey	among	imprisoned	parents	(Hendriksen,	Jakobsen	and	Smith	2012).		
	
When	 the	 project	 was	 over	 and	 the	 funding	 spent,	 the	 Danish	 Prison	 and	 Probation	 Service	
continued	the	activities	in	the	four	institutions.	What	followed	was	a	phase	in	which	awareness	
raising	 and	 timing	 were	 key	 factors	 if	 one	 wanted	 to	 influence	 both	 the	 bureaucratic	 and	
political	 process	 towards	 a	 new	 four‐year	 plan	 for	 the	 Danish	 prison	 service.	 We	 therefore	
engaged	 specific	 NGOs,	 state	 officials	 and	 politicians,	 got	 the	 issue	 into	 national	 media	 and	
helped	keep	the	children’s	officer	scheme	on	the	agenda.	In	November	2012,	the	new	four‐year	
plan	 was	 adopted	 and	 along	 with	 it,	 the	 Danish	 government	 and	 parliament	 decided	 to	
implement	the	children’s	officers’	scheme	on	a	national	basis	beginning	in	2013.11	As	a	result,	all	





2010	 study	 –	 followed	 by	 a	 further	 government	 initiative	which	 funded	 parental	 courses	 for	




Initiating	 and	 running	 the	 children’s	 officer	 project	 gave	 valuable	 insight	 into	 the	 many	
dilemmas	 and	 concrete	 practical	 issues	 faced	 by	 staff,	 prisoners,	 relatives	 and	 prisoners’	
children.	Every	step	of	the	project	generated	new	knowledge	and	empirical	data	that	could	be	
used	 in	 later	 research	 (Smith	 2014).	 Working	 with	 the	 children’s	 officers	 also	 provided	 my	
colleagues	and	me	with	a	sense	of	having	achieved	some	very	concrete	and	practical	results	that	
mattered	to	the	children	and	their	imprisoned	parents.	It	was	very	uplifting	to	see	how	the	work	






Working	 with	 such	 a	 practical	 endeavour	 as	 the	 children’s	 officer	 project	 undoubtedly	 has	
implications	 for	 the	 way	 one	 works	 and	 writes	 as	 a	 researcher,	 simply	 because	 one	 gets	
involved	 in	the	 institutions	and	issues	 in	a	different	way	when	becoming	partners	 in	concrete	
projects	with	 specific	 staff	 in	 specific	 prisons	 and	NGOs.	 To	me	 this	 accentuates	 some	 of	 the	
theoretical	and	methodological	issues	inherent	in	studying	vulnerable	and	marginalised	groups	






matter	 which	 social	 groups	 draw	 these	 feelings	 from	 us?’	 (Liebling	 2001:	 472).	 The	 short	












submerged	 in	 the	 field	 in	different	ways.	 I	have	come	 to	 respect	and	 like	people	 representing	
these	different	perspectives	and	I	appreciate	the	conditions	under	which	they	work,	live	and	act.	
All	this	has	influenced	my	values,	my	research	and	what	I	write.	This	of	course	does	not	free	the	
researcher	 from	 responsibility.	 On	 the	 contrary,	 being	 informed	 by	 –	 and	 having	 a	 constant	
dialogue	with	representatives	from	–	all	these	different	groups	and	perspectives	can	be	difficult	
and	weigh	 heavily	 on	 the	 shoulders	 as	 a	 kind	 of	 obligation	with	moral,	 ethical	 and	 scientific	
dimensions.	That	is	when	I,	as	a	researcher	with	a	background	not	only	in	social	science	but	also	





or	 less	 informed	 by	 different	 and	 competing	 agendas	 than	 other	 research	 objects	 and	
perspectives.	 On	 the	 contrary,	 it	 is	more	 a	 declaration	 of	 a	 basic	 normative	 foundation	 upon	
which	 a	 hopefully	 thorough	 and	 scientific	 research	 effort	 rests	 (Smith	 2014).	 This	 is	 perhaps	
also	 a	way	of	 saying	 that	 researchers	 should	be	 answerable	 to	 the	 ‘Other’	when	doing	prison	
research:	 that	 is,	 those	 without	 power	 and	 in	 risk	 of	 (further)	 exclusion	 (Sim	 2003:	 243).15	




The	 field	 of	 project	 planning,	 organizational	 development	 and	 reform	 planning	 is	 densely	
populated	with	‘theories	of	change’,	‘logical	frameworks’,	‘human	rights	based	approaches’	and	
countless	other	theories	and	practices.	The	brief	model	that	I	present	in	the	following	is	to	some	
extent	 inspired	by	 such	 thinking	but	 is	 primarily	 based	on	my	own	 experience	 from	working	
with	 the	 above	mentioned	 research	 and	 implementation	 projects.	 I	 think	 that	 our	work	with	






1. Identify	 a	 problem,	 which	 has	 resulted	 or	 potentially	 will	 result	 in	 oppression	 of	
individuals	and	violations	of	their	human	rights.	
2. Bring	 together	 the	 relevant	 actors	 dealing	 with,	 experiencing	 or	 influencing	 the	
human	 rights	 problem	 in	 question	 and	 engage	 them	 in	 a	 dialogue	 on	 the	 basis	 of	
preliminary	research	into	the	issue.	
3. Conduct	 thorough	multidisciplinary	 research:	 relevant	 laws,	 practices,	 institutions,	
stakeholder	 motives,	 and	 so	 on	 are	 identified	 and	 analysed	 from	 a	 human	 rights	
point	of	view.	
4. Throughout	 the	 research	 process	 a	dialogue	 is	maintained,	 to	 the	 extent	 possible,	
with	all	relevant	actors	–	from	state	representatives	to	civil	society,	from	the	violated	
to	 possible	 violators	 –	 and	 preliminary	 research	 findings	 and	 possible	
recommendations	are	discussed	with	all	these	actors	on	an	ongoing	basis.	
5. Recommendations	 and	 a	 preferred	 outcome	 are	 identified.	 If	 you	 have	 done	 your	
work	properly	you	now	have	a	very	strong	platform	for	approaching	politicians	and	
other	decision	makers,	since	your	recommendations	are	likely	to	be	supported	by	a	
number	of	 the	 central	actors	who	you	know	well	 from	 the	previous	project	 stages	
and	with	whom	you	have	cooperated	or	maybe	even	formed	alliances	with.	












(Berman	 2014:	 11).	 Establishing	 and	maintaining	 a	 dialogue	while	 also	 conducting	 thorough	
empirical	research	is	time	consuming	but	it	can	certainly	ease	the	process	towards	identifying	
both	useful	and	realistic	recommendations	as	well	as	implementing	them.	Another	key	issue	is	
doing	 multidisciplinary	 research	 –	 or	 working	 together	 with	 other	 organizations	 and	
researchers	 to	 achieve	 that	 –	 in	 order	 to	 capture	 the	 complexity	 of	 the	 issue	 in	 question	 and	
enhance	the	change	of	achieving	reform.	This	will	also	help	you	better	relate	to	the	agendas	of	
the	 various	 organizations	 and	 key	 actors.	 For	 example,	 the	 current	 importance	 in	 some	
jurisdictions	of	 ‘what	works’	 and	 evidence	based	 interventions	was	 sometimes	utilized	 in	 the	
Danish	 case	 by	 citing	 research	 that	maintained	 family	 relations	 can	 lower	 recidivism.	 At	 the	
same	 time,	 this	was	 done	 in	 a	way	which	 never	made	 rehabilitation	 and	 recidivism	 a	 central	
priority	as	this	could	have	taken	focus	away	from	the	problems	and	rights	of	prisoners’	children.	
Finally,	 you	 (or	 your	 partners)	 need	 to	 exhibit	 some	 level	 of	 professionalism	with	 regard	 to	




If	 we	 look	 at	 the	 six‐stage	 model	 through	 the	 lens	 of	 Loader	 and	 Sparks’	 typology	 of	
‘criminological	engagement’	I	think	we	can	conclude	that	the	model	does	not	fit	into	one	specific	
category.	But	clearly	some	of	the	various	types	of	engagement	described	by	Loader	and	Sparks	
will	 be	 very	 useful	 at	 different	 stages	 of	 the	 process.	 The	 first	 stage	 could	 be	 undertaken	 by	




engage	 both	 NGOs	 and	 government	 agencies	 and	 appreciate	 and	 respect	 their	 different	
positions	 with	 a	 view	 towards	 future	 collaboration.	 For	 example,	 working	 closely	 with	 state	
agencies	 might	 become	 difficult	 if	 you	 are	 a	 social	 movement	 theorist	 solely	 focused	 on	
producing	 ‘counter	knowledge’.	Likewise,	adopting	a	narrow	methodological	 ‘scientific	expert’	
approach	where	you	only	accept	‘evidence’	produced	by	randomized	control	trials	will	make	it	
difficult	 to	 incorporate	 the	 experience	 and	 knowledge	 of	 practitioners.	 The	 third	 stage	 of	 the	
model	 might	 suit	 several	 types	 of	 researchers	 while	 the	 fifth	 stage	 seems	 to	 fit	 the	 ‘policy	
advisor’	given	the	focus	on	concrete	and	practically	workable	recommendations.	The	sixth	stage	
is	however	another	matter,	at	 least	 if	we	look	at	how	we	proceeded	in	the	work	on	prisoners’	
children	 described	 above.	 Here	 we	 took	 on	 the	 role	 as	 implementers	 carrying	 out	 concrete	
reform	work	 inside	government	agencies;	 that	 is,	prisons.	But	we	were	not	 ‘observers	 turned	
players’	 in	 the	 sense	 described	by	 Loader	 and	 Sparks	 because	we	were	 not	 employed	by	 the	
prison	 service.	We	 took	 the	 initiative	 as	 researchers	 and	 secured	 and	 administered	 external	
funding	with	which	we	paid	all	project	participants	from	the	prison	service,	the	Danish	Institute	













Sandwich	 he	 quietly	 asked	 ‘Any	 questions?’	 Some	 of	 the	 audience	were	 clearly	 dissatisfied.	 A	
discussion,	 and	 some	 shouting,	 began	 and	 someone	 accused	 Zappa	 of	 being	 ‘yet	 another	
bourgeois	 liberal	 camouflaging	 his	 innate	 reactionary	 tendencies’.	 In	 the	 end	 Zappa	 gave	 his	
view	on	how	to	change	society:	
	
The	 best	 way	 to	 achieve	 lasting	 results	 is	 to	 infiltrate	 where	 you	 can.	 People	
should	 go	 into	 communications	 and	 the	 military	 and	 change	 them	 from	 the	
inside.	I’m	afraid	that	everyone	will	have	a	revolution	and	make	a	mess	of	it.	They	
will	wave	their	banners	on	the	streets	and	brandish	sticks	and	go	home	and	brag	
about	 the	 bruises:	 ‘There	 I	 was	 –	 the	 teenage	 rebel’	 …	 The	 only	 way	 to	 make	
changes	that	will	last	is	to	do	it	slowly.	(Quoted	from	Miles	2005:	191	f)	
	
Someone	 in	 the	audience	 then	asked:	 ‘Suppose	 I	 try	 to	 infiltrate.	What	 is	 there	 to	prevent	me	
from	 being	 corrupted	 from	 the	 situation	 I’m	 working	 in’	 to	 which	 Zappa	 replied:	 ‘There	 is	
nothing	to	stop	you	from	being	corrupted.	Maybe	you	aren’t	the	type	to	infiltrate’	(Quoted	from	
Miles	2005:	191	 f).	The	point	of	 this	 little	 story	 is	not	 to	hail	 Frank	Zappa	as	an	authority	on	
reforming	state	institutions.	But	I	think	that	the	scene,	the	debate	and	Zappa’s	choice	of	words	








oppressive	 policies	 or	 simply	 maintaining	 status	 quo.	 Perhaps	 you	 also	 need	 some	 sort	 of	




In	 any	 case,	 the	 model	 for	 reform	 and	 my	 experiences	 are	 a	 product	 of	 working	 with	 state	
institutions	and	children’s	rights	in	a	Scandinavian	context.	This	is	at	least	in	some	ways	likely	


































































Smith	PS	 (2015)	Reform	and	 research:	Re‐connecting	 prison	 and	 society	 in	 the	 21st	 century.	
International	 Journal	 for	 Crime,	 Justice	 and	 Social	 Democracy	 4(1):	 33‐49.	 doi:	
10.5204/ijcjsd.v3i2.202.	
	
	
	
References	
Alexander	M	(2012)	The	New	Jim	Crow.	New	York:	The	New	Press.	
Beckett	K	(1997)	Making	Crime	Pay:	Law	and	Order	in	Contemporary	American	Politics.	New	
York:	Oxford	University	Press.	
Berman	G	(2014)	Reducing	Crime,	Reducing	Incarceration:	Essays	on	Criminal	Justice	Innovation.	
Louisiana:	Quid	Pro	Books.	
Cohen	S	and	Taylor	L	(1972)	Psychological	Survival:	The	Experience	of	long	term	imprisonment.	
New	York:	Vintage	Books.	
Drake	D	(2014)	Prisons,	Punsihment	and	the	Pursuit	of	Security.	New	York:	Palgrave	Macmillan.		
Engbo	HJ	and	Smith	PS	(2012)	Fængsler	og	menneskerettigheder	[Prisons	and	Human	Rights].		
Copenhagen:	Jurist‐	og	Økonomforbundets	forlag.	
Foucault	M	(1995)	Discipline	&	Punish:	The	Birth	of	the	Prison.	New	York:	Vintage	books.	
Peter	Scharff	Smith:	Reform	and	Research:	Re‐connecting	Prison	and	Society	in	the	21st	Century	
	
IJCJ&SD					47	
Online	version	via	www.crimejusticejournal.com																																																																																						©	2015	4(1)	
Friedmann	F	(1987)	Planning	in	the	Public	Domain:	From	Knowledge	to	Action.	Princeton:	
Princeton	University	Press.	
Garland	D	(2001a)	Epilogue.	The	new	iron	cage.	In	Garland	D	(ed.)	Mass	Imprisonment:	Social	
Causes	and	Consequences:	179‐181.	London:	Sage.	
Garland	D	(2001b)	The	Culture	of	Control:	Crime	and	Social	Order	in	Contemporary	Society.	
Oxford:	Oxford	University	Press.	
Garland	D	and	Sparks	R	(2000)	Criminology,	social	theory	and	the	challenge	of	our	times.	In	
Garland	D	and	Sparks	R	(eds)	Criminology	and	Social	Theory:	189‐204.	Oxford:	Oxford	
University	Press.	
Goffman	E	(1991)	Asylums:	Essays	on	the	Social	Situation	of	Mental	Patients	and	Other	Inmates.	
London:	Penguin.	
Haney	C	(2009)	Reforming	Punishment:	Psychological	Limits	to	the	Pains	of	Imprisonment.	
Washington:	American	Psychological	Association.	
Harcourt	B	(2006)	From	the	asylum	to	the	prison:	Rethinking	the	incarceration	revolution.	
Texas	Law	Review	84:	1751‐1786.	
Held	D	(1999):	Demokratimodeller	[Models	of	Democracy].	Göteborg:	Daidalos.	
Hendriksen	LG,	Jakobsen	J	and	Smith	PS	(2012)	Børneansvarlige	i	Kriminalforsorgen	–	Fokus	på	
de	Indsattes	Børn	[Children’s	Officers	in	the	Prison	and	Probation	Service	–	Focusing	on	
Prisoners’	Children].	Copenhagen:	The	Danish	Institute	for	Human	Rights.	
Jacobs	JB	(1977)	Stateville:	The	Penitentiary	in	Mass	Society.	Chicago:	The	University	of	Chicago	
Press.	
Johnson	R	(2006)	Brave	new	prisons:	The	growing	social	isolation	of	modern	penal	institutions.	
In	Liebling	A	and	Maruna	S	(eds)	The	Effects	of	Imprisonment:	255‐284.	Cullompton:	Willan	
Publishing.	
Liebling	A	(2001)	Whose	side	are	we	on:	Theory,	practice	and	allegiances	in	prisons	research.	
British	Journal	of	Criminology	41(3):		472‐484.	
Liebling	A	assisted	by	Arnold	H	(2004)	Prisons	and	their	Morale	Performance.	Oxford:	Oxford	
University	Press.	
Loader	I	and	Sparks	R	(2011)	Public	Criminology?	London:	Routledge.	
Lynch	M	(2011a)	Mass	Incarceration,	legal	change,	and	locale:	Understanding	and	remediating	
American	penal	overindulgence.	Criminology	&	Public	Policy	10(3):	673‐698.	
Lynch	M	(2011b)	Theorizing	punishment:	Reflections	on	Wacquant’s	‘Punishing	the	Poor’.	
Critical	Sociology	37(2):		237	–244.	
McCoy	A	(2006)	A	Question	of	Torture:	CIA	Interrogation	from	the	Cold	War	to	the	War	on	Terror.	
New	York:	Metropolitan	Books.	
Miles	B	(2005)	Frank	Zappa.	London:	Atlantic	Books.	
Minke	L	(2006)	Skejby‐modellen:	Et	Socialt	Eksperiment	om	Udtynding	af	Kriminelle.	En	
Kvalitativ	og	Kvantitativ	Evaluering	[The	Skejby‐model:	A	Social	Experiment	about	
Dispersing	Criminals.	A	Qualitative	and	Quantitative	Evaluation].	København:	
Justitsministeriet.	
Murray	J,	Farrington	DP,	Sekol	I	and	Olsen	RF	(2009)	Effects	of	parental	imprisonment	on	child	
antisocial	behaviour	and	mental	health:	A	systematic	review.	The	Campbell	Collaboration	
5(4).	Available	at	http://www.campbellcollaboration.org/lib/project/80/	(accessed	15	
January	2015).	
Porporino	FJ,	Fabiano	E	and	Robinson	D	(1991)	Kognitiv	oplæring	i	canadiske	fængsler	
[Cognitive	treatment	in	Canadian	prisons].	Nordisk	Tidsskrift	for	Kriminalvidenskab	78(4):	
102‐108.	
Pratt	J	(2007)	Penal	Populism.	London:	Routledge.	
Peter	Scharff	Smith:	Reform	and	Research:	Re‐connecting	Prison	and	Society	in	the	21st	Century	
	
IJCJ&SD					48	
Online	version	via	www.crimejusticejournal.com																																																																																						©	2015	4(1)	
Przybylski	R	(2008)	What	Works:	Effective	Recidivism	Reduction	and	Risk‐Focused	Prevention	
Programs.	Denver,	Colorado:	Colorado:	Division	of	Criminal	Justice.	Available	at	
http://www.colorado.gov/ccjjdir/Resources/Resources/Ref/WhatWorks2008.pdf		
(accessed	19	January	2015).	
Roberts	J,	Stalans	L,	Indermaur	D	and	Hough	M	(eds)	(2003)	Penal	Populism	and	Public	Opinion:	
Lessons	from	Five	Countries.	Oxford:	Oxford	University	Press.	
Robertson	O	(2012)	Collateral	Convicts:	Children	of	Incarcerated	Parents.	Recommendations	and	
Good	Practice	from	the	UN	Committee	on	the	Rights	of	the	Child,	Day	of	General	Discussion	
2011.	Geneva:	United	Nations.	
Robinson	G	(2008)	Late‐modern	rehabilitation:	The	evolution	of	a	penal	strategy.	Punishment	&	
Society	10(4):	429‐445.	
Shalev	S	(2009)	Supermax:	Controlling	Risk	Through	Solitary	Confinement.	Devon:	Willan.	
Sim	J	(2003)	Whose	side	are	we	not	on?	Researching	medical	power	in	prison.	In	Tombs	S	and	
Whyte	D	(eds)	Unmasking	the	Crimes	of	the	Powerful:	Scrutinizing	States	and	Corporations.	
New	York:	Peter	Lang.	
Simon	J	(2014)	Mass	Incarceration	on	Trial:	A	Remarkable	Court	Decision	and	the	Future	of	
Prisons	in	America.	New	York:	The	New	Press.	
Smith	PS	(2003)	Moralske	Hospitaler:	Det	Moderne	Fængselsvæsens	Gennembrud	1770–1870	
[Hospitals	of	Morality:	The	Breakthrough	of	the	Modern	Penitentiary	1770‐1870].	
Copenhagen:	Forum.	
Smith	PS	(2004)	A	Religious	technology	of	the	self:	Rationality	and	religion	in	the	rise	of	the	
modern	penitentiary.	Punishment	&	Society	6(2):	195–220.	
Smith	PS	(2006)	Fængslet	og	forestillingen	om	det	moralske	hospital:	Fra	religiøs	omvendelse	
til	kognitive	behandlingsprogrammer	[The	Prisons	and	the	Concept	of	Hospitals	of	Morality:	
From	Religious	Rehabilitation	to	Cognitive	Treatment].	In	Kühle	L	and	Lomholt	C	(eds)	
Straffens	Menneskelige	ansigt?	En	Antologi	om	Etik,	Ret	og	Religion	i	Fængslet	[The	Human	
Face	of	Punishment?	An	Anthology	of	Ethics,	Law	and	Religion	in	Prison]:	93‐124.	
Frederiksberg:	ANIS.	
Smith	PS	(2011)	A	critical	look	at	Scandinavian	exceptionalism.	Welfare	state	theories,	penal	
populism	and	prison	conditions	in	Denmark	and	Scandinavia.	In	Ugelvik	T	and	Dullum	J	(eds)	
Nordic	Prison	Practice	and	Policy:	Exceptional	or	Not?:	Exploring	PenalEexceptionalism	in	the	
Nordic	Context:	38‐57.	London:	Routledge.	
Smith	PS	(2012)	Imprisonment	and	internet‐access:	Human	rights,	the	principle	of	
normalization	and	the	question	of	prisoners	access	to	digital	communications	technology.	
Nordic	Journal	of	Human	Rights	30(4):	454‐482.	
Smith	PS	(2014)	When	the	Innocent	are	Punished:	The	Children	of	Imprisoned	Parents.	New	York:	
Palgrave	Macmillan.	
Smith	PS	and	Gampell	L	(eds)	(2011)	Children	of	Imprisoned	Parents.	Copenhagen:	The	Danish	
Institute	for	Human	Rights.		
Smith	PS	and	Jakobsen	J	(2010)	Når	Straffen	Rammer	Uskyldige	[When	the	Innocent	are	
Punished].	København:	Gyldendal.	
Sparks	JR,	Bottoms	AE	and	Hay	W	(1996)	Prisons	and	the	Problem	of	Order.	Oxford:	Oxford	
Clarendon	Press.	
Sykes	G	(1974)	The	Society	of	Captives:	A	Study	of	a	Maximum	Security	Prison.	Princeton:	
Princeton	University	Press.		
Tonry	M	(2004)	Thinking	about	Crime:	Sense	and	Sensibility	in	American	Penal	Culture.	New	
York:	Oxford	University	Press.	
Peter	Scharff	Smith:	Reform	and	Research:	Re‐connecting	Prison	and	Society	in	the	21st	Century	
	
IJCJ&SD					49	
Online	version	via	www.crimejusticejournal.com																																																																																						©	2015	4(1)	
Tranæs	T	and	Geerdsen	LP	(with	others)	(2008)	Forbryderen	og	Samfundet:	Livsvilkår	og	
Uformel	Straf	[The	Criminal	and	Society:	Living	Conditions	and	Informal	Punishment].	
København:	Gyldendal.	
Tubex	H	(2015)	Reach	and	relevance	of	prison	research.	International	Journal	for	Crime,	Justice	
and	Social	Democracy	4(1):	4‐17.	doi:	10.5204/ijcjsd.v3i2.200.		
Ugelvik	T	(2014)	Vitenskap	og	konstruktiv	fengselskritikk:	Tre	praktiske	eksempler	[Research	
and	Constructive	Critique	of	Prisons:	Three	Examples].	Paper	delivered	at	a	workshop	on	
prison	sociology,	Institute	for	Criminology	and	Sociology,	5	June.	Norway:	University	of	Oslo.	
Available	at	
http://www.jus.uio.no/ikrs/tjenester/kunnskap/kriminalpolitikk/aktuelt/konstruktiv‐
fengselskritikk.html	(accessed	3	September	2014).	
Wacquant	L	(2013)	Crafting	the	neoliberal	state:	Workfare,	prisonfare	and	social	insecurity.	In	
Scott	D	(ed.)	Why	Prison?:	65‐85.	Cambridge:	Cambridge	University	Press.	
Wacquant	L	(2009)	Punishing	the	Poor:	The	Neoliberal	Government	of	Social	Insecurity.	Durham:	
Duke	University	Press.	
Wacquant	L	(2002)	The	curious	eclipse	of	prison	ethnography	in	the	age	of	mass	incarceration.	
Ethnography	3(4):	371‐397.	
Wakefield	S	and	Wildeman	C	(2014)	Children	of	the	Prison	Boom.	Mass	Incarceration	and	the	
Future	of	American	Inequality.	Oxford:	Oxford	University	Press.	
Western	B	and	Wildeman	C	(2009)	The	black	family	and	mass	incarceration.	Annals	of	the	
American	Academy	of	Political	and	Social	Sciences	621(1):	221‐242.	
Western	B	(2006)	Punishment	and	Inequality	in	America.	New	York:	Russell	Sage	Foundation.	
	
